Application No. 10/677,489 

Amendment under 37 C.F.R. §1.111 dated January 24, 2005 
Response to the Office Action of November 3, 2004 

REMARKS 

Reconsideration of this application, as presently amended, is respectfully requested. 
Claims 1 - 6 are pending in this application. Claims 1 and 4 - 6 stand rejected. Claims 2 and 3 
were objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but were indicated to be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form. No new matter has been added. The rejections set 
forth in the Office Action are respectfully traversed below. 

Amendments to the Specification 

The Specification has been amended to correct minor informalities and to improve form. 
No new matter has been added. Approval and entry of the changes to the specification are 
respectfully requested. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 5 was objected to for minor informalities. Specifically, claim 5 was objected to 
because "rotation restricting means" is inconsistent with "rotation restricting mechanism" recited 
in claim 1 . 

Claim 5 has been amended to change "rotation restricting means" to "rotation restricting 
mechanism" to obviate the objection to claim 5. Approval and entry of the change to claim 5 are 
respectfully requested. 
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Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 1 - 6 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards 
as the invention. More particularly, the Examiner asserts that the phrase "such as" (claim 1 , line 
4) is unclear and that the phrase "said two or more elements" (claim 1, line 8) lacks sufficient 
antecedent basis. 

Claim 1 has been amended to obviate the §112(2) rejection. Reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection under §1112, second paragraph, are respectfully requested. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. $102 

Claims 1, 5 and 6 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being unpatentable over 
Takizawa et al. (US Publication No. 2003/0094317). For the reasons set forth below, 
withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

Applicants submit herewith a verified translation of the priority document, Japanese 
Application No. 2002-291330, to perfect the claim for priority. The foreign priority date of the 
present application under 35 USC §119, October 3, 2002, antedates the § 102(e) date of the 
Takizawa et al. reference, November 18, 2002. Therefore, in view of the submission of the 
verified translation of the priority document, it is respectfully submitted that Takizawa et al. is 
removed as an effective reference against the present application. 

Withdrawal of the rejection under § 102(e) is respectfully requested. 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C. $103 

Claim 4 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takizawa et 
al. (US Publication No. 2003/0094317) in view of Sakai et al. (USP 6,234,769). For the reasons 
set forth in detail below, this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the subject matter of the Takizawa et al. reference 
and the claimed invention were commonly owned or subject to an obligation of assignment to the 
same person at the time the present invention was made. Under § 103(c), subject matter 
developed by another person, which qualifies as prior art only under one or more subsections (e), 
(f), and (g) of §102, shall not preclude patentability where the subject matter and the claimed 
invention were, at the time the invention was made, owned by the same person or subject to an 
obligation of assignment to the same person. 

Therefore, because the present application and the Takizawa et al. reference were 
commonly assigned or subject to an obligation of assignment to the same person at the time the 
present invention was made and because Takizawa et al. qualifies as prior art under § 102(e), 
Takizawa et al. is not prior art under §103. 

In view of the fact that Takizawa et al. is not prior art, withdrawal of the rejection under 
§103 is respectfully requested. 
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CONLUSION 



In view of the foregoing remarks, it is submitted that all pending claims are in condition 
allowance. A prompt and favorable reconsideration of the rejection and an indication of 
allowability of all pending claims are earnestly solicited. 

If the Examiner believes that there are issues remaining to be resolved in this application, 
the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned attorney at the telephone number indicated 
below to arrange for an interview to expedite and complete prosecution of this case. 

In the event that any fees are due in connection with the filing of this paper, please charge 
any fees to Deposit Account No. 50-2866. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Westerman, Hattori, Daniels & Adrian, LLP 




William M. Schertler 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 35,348 
Telephone: (202) 822-1100 
Facsimile: (202) 822-1111 



WMS/kal 

Enclosure: Verified Translation of Foreign Priority Document 
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